

r C I’jull'iy 


I. Fever crart of expectations, concerns. 

o t>«T- 4 !vr op evncctations of: various Sov statements; Sept 20 letter; 

Sept 11 1 3 taid'.nt; XcCor.o; estimates; “igh-level Sovietologists; own appreciation 
of Scv reals, perceptions, tactics. 

-1 "')p C ootion". Private channel mentioned by JFK. Any little- 
J* c-deceotion; on .their expectation that we would discover by 

reccn; on their estimates? Conscious estimate of their willingness to deceive. 

h. Why not core specific queries on private channel, or to Dobrynin? 

r Kotivos exne.ctiticns leading to Sept U statement? Relation to NSAM 181? 

Sent 13 v.Mrr.ir.r? ' (How ri'uch deterrent; how much reassurance, on Sept U; how much 

answijr^ lo^rolUic.Hl^oppo3ition?) ^ ^ ^ if HcCon. had bean around; 

if Scvs had introduced missiles elsewhere; if estimates had put higher? 

6. Effect on later problems, responses, of these JFK warnings, commitments. 

7 Person**'' response to news: surprise, emotion, interpretation, view Oj. responses. 
Had suspicion teen graving? Who did McG tell? What did he do, think about? 

President's response; above. Where was he Sunday night? Wiia 

9. Reaction to deception; interpretation of Sov motives in deception? 

10. Whit if: a) no decention; b) no Pres commitments (e.g., no Keating); c) ^ovs 
had informed JFK.: August; Pre-Sept statements; pre Oct 1U; pre Oct 22. rtlat if 
they told Allies; 

II. Y0i.it if Scvs had exnloited SAKS or protest to stop U-2s? Role of incidents 

on Scot 10 meeting. What if missiles had been discovered earlier? Pear oi memento 
before election; effect of Debrynin Sept 6 reassurance? 

12. Wh.it if missiles hadn't been found till they and SAMs we re operational t 

13. Distribution of Sept 28 letter. Interpretation; effect on later expectations 
(e.g., on Sov resistance to blockade; on Sov interference in Berlin.) 

Ih. How close to immediate air strike? What vrould have triggered? How would it 

have ermn out? 

l.H. Decision to focus on K/SU rather than Castro; who, when, why? 

16. Decision to emphasize deception in private communications to K, then -i.ki later. 

17. Sequence of attitudes on trades as means of getting missiles out; v:hat ^ 
was JCEK's desire on Saturday afternoon, evening. What arguments were occx.>ive. 

18. When would we have released word on Il-28s? 

19. Why did K think he could get away with it? Why didn t he believe Direat..,. 

Why didn't wo pick up this possibility? What finally convinced mm. 
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' * 30.^.Intelligence-process in retrospect. Sensitivity over recon }incidents: 


^|^S^y 32» ^ Had vo “overcommunicated'* "a concern for'legality (were ‘ they '.too reassured byJP 
RPTC^Ia'nthe lecalitV' Of their actions and thei illecralitv of ours?) ! i*e.. had we failed £ 
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r 3. Vihat Conclusions are sensitive to information not available 

iWSii 


i-C: 5*)-Vihat questions are left hanging?’-)Vihat major uncertainties.remain? 

m--v,;. r-i P' ' X 

6. Vihat impressions were acquired as to patterns of dispute, inference• or 

behavior that have also arisen in other crises? , . 




7* Vihat agency 
W.K 5 management: pri< 


differences emerged in interpretation, prediction, policy, 


prior to and during crisis? 
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bow well do staff and agency inputs to ExComm reflect the actual preoccup-.^<.;)$ 
ations, goals, predictions of members? • 

9. Vihat did individual ExComm members fear, if : they did nothing? 

— 

• f Source/evidence Jfor * * * * 

]:$$$■'■ 1) •'-Jan * < >repcr.t‘ that K intended to Earn improve strategic balance * 
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How would missile deployment have "strengthened K's 
i over Germany? Vihat circumstances)were critical to this 
y&Wx'l affected result? ■ : 
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bargaining posi tion"f 
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div'v’-,’ avoided this...by reducing secrecy, by private dii 
iw,- Vihat alternative modes of liEpiny procedure w( 

were they probably rejected (if considered)?.H •' 


Wfc* 

iKjsj.nV y . . 



m\ — 

^ , , y : 

. t . 


wy 


- W ill i ' * I . 


■ A V 

. . 

\ V ' ' '■ ' ^ 



. ... 















■ ..v V v. . *%*:*m> } 

mk* •. ■ :■ . mk> v. H 

; '• ■ ' . ' ! •’ 
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could Jl'l( s have said, and what*'fcoulo 
was unprofitable?;)’.Prior to 1962; 
July-Sept 1962? 
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ol. U—2 two rf light of 
impor g;iuc-j of those??) 


'.Sakhalin or ;\u ; 39 and Chinat loos 
had occur re: i or or to Aug 2 /l 


a) i‘l.i ,nt cchodu]o 

b) conolusions/cspectat.. ons on b/-»3 


c) conclusions on missiles 

d) relative weight to collateral sources 
o) sense of urgency; rover chart of crisis 

f) public assertjons, commitments; subsequent respon 


of B dept (relative 

'' ,.tt . 


2„ 'iCi S/Iis had not been discovered Aug 2^ (because of weather, coverage, etc.): 
Impact on: a) disbelief in collateral sources; 

b) expectation of missiles 

c) willingness to check out later reports of missiles. 


3. MFJjMs had been discovered soonor, around mid-Sept? (clearly non-operational) 
Impact on: (fewer) 

a) Shock, surprise; 

b) Willingness. to attack iirunediately (higher, because safer, smaller; or less, 
because less shocking, less threatening?) 

c) Ability to porsuade public and Allies of need for 1) independent action; 

2) fast action; 3) violent action. 

d) Convergence within ExComm. 

e) Imminence of deadline; effects of longer deadline. 


h.. KRBKs had been discovered later, or had been installed faster and more 
completely: warheads, more missiles, complete sites, Esxplxtndxhxx : a) alert; 

(b) non-alert. 

Impact on: 

a) Relevance of blockade. 

b) Willingness *00 atuack: increased threat vs* increased risk, diii.iC.-lty, Ui^ma^e. 

c) Increased shock, and effects of this. 

d) Likelihood of fast, early response; and effects of this. 


5. JFK had not made public distinction between offensive/defensivc? Had 
not implied co,.iinitmcnt to resist offensive? 
















V.1IAT IF: 

6. ii K had rvvle dcployrwn 
justify in j novos and state 
US a ;;;rossive plans, asor 

of seas...) 

a) Reaction of Allies, 

b) if feet of n,o vo, if 
(IF Uf» had acquiesced, 

deception or imiie.li.ate thr 
reaction .in fall '62; 

c) iffeet on domestic 
Jl'K commitments). 


t public, and preceded it with reassuring and 
nonts? (including Cuban request, allegations of 
ance of Gov control, reference to Turkey, freedom 

public; GAG. 

successful, on SU bargaining improvement over iorlxn. 

it would bo under Allied pressure, lack of Gov 
oat, no oxplicit Jl'K commitment; no shock or panic 

politics (lacking period of allegation and denial, 


7. K had, prior to Oct ik 22, leaked facts and reassurances to US Allies, 
o.g., Britain? *• 


3. K had given no grounds for charging deception? K had actually informed 
JFK privately? 


9. Keating and others had not charged presence of missiles? Presence of 
buildup? 


10. Deployment had taken place in 1961, pcior to exposure of Missile Gap? 
After exposure of Missile Gap/ 

11. xxinx Castroi had exposed, denounced U-2 flights prior to Aug 29? After 
Aug 29? Activated SAMs? Fired GAM? Shot down U-2? 
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V;i!/'.T DIlTUHSUCiiS COULD HAVE iiADi 


i • 


DIH'EIJiMGE TO: 


1. K’s expectations of US response: a) prior to decision; b) prior to 
July 62; c) prior to mid-Sept 62; d) prior to Oct 22? 


2.. US interpretation of SU motives. 


3. US expectation"of SU response to various US counteractions. 

h. US willingness to blockade; b) to follow blockade with attack; c) to 
precede blockade by attack. 


5.. Chance that Sov move would trigger ank unwarned US strike... 

. ■**'' . 
r. 

6. Ji'K willingness- to commit himself to resist offensive deployment. 


7. Allied acceptance of US: a) failure to consult 

b) failure to inform earlier 
c ) proposed course of action 

d) more violent action 

e) trades, if proposed 

3. K’s degree of belief in JEK’s public commitments; in general; regarding 
Cuba. 


9. US willingness to blockade (©.g., belief that deployment was ijiann 
complete? Prior Allied knowledge? Sov threats—to US, public. Allies? 
UK altitude? OAS acceptance?) 

10. JFK’s fooling of having been deceived by K. 


11. US willingness to overfly at all, Sejbt-Oct 62? 

12. US disbelief that Sovs would move in MliBMs. 
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WtlAT C>j .'ioJ i\HrJ>uIiOiifci»V 3!/. 10: 

1. Do tor ovcrJ'liijh be; between July—Oct 62 V Au;;-^cpt 62/ 

I 2. Prevent JFK Iron coiumittifi^ US to respond? 

i 3 .. Defuse 1)3 response between lli—22 Oct. 

' Delay reco^nition of missiles and sites by U-2? 
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Tho U-2 and the Crisis 

1. v.liat was tho relative importaitco of the roles of the photos in: 

a) Convincing intelligence analysts? 

b) Convincing top presidential advisors? 

c) Convincing the President? 

d) Catching the attention of advisors. President? 

c) Earlier, supporting negative beliefs as to missiles? 

f) Establishing the relative credibility of various informants? 

g) Establishing the need for further inionaation? . 

h) Convincing Congress; the press; the public; allies; Soviets; UiJ. 

(IJoto problem: earlier vuisuitability of photographic oyidonco to convince 
these critics that missiles were not there; as in missile map crisis.) 

(goto l ici; am era's attempt ,o use photos in this role, after all, to show 
that missiles had left; but note the costs of ouch comprehensive revelations, 
and limited 'positive effects). 

2. Photon, as information available to a limited "roup and not outside, 
create a "data differential" between thaiij group and others including, not 
onT_y tho public but tho staff of the "elite, 1 ’ Inis may be fellcctcd in a 
systematic difference of opinion (c.g_., if "outside’ group has access to, 

collateral 



the ifforciice appears to the critic and to observers as revealing simply 
a difference in interpretation of the same oata, re^ealin^ in mirn a ..lixi 



erer.ee 


or 


reinforce the other evidence--as after Oct lU.. In the first case, the /vdministratio 
’..’ill seen lethargic, inattenteve, wishfully negligent, or bound by tho inertia 
of preceonceptions, etc—particularly to those who do have access to pu opposing 
data and thus have a claim to be recognized by public as "informed experts" 

(note legacy of Gaither Committee, particularly a .,,.airing 1958-60; general 
position of Congressional critics and non-profit "experts"). There is, in fact, 
often enough a basis for this charge, and it isaifficult for the public to 
distinguish those cases in’which this is not so (especially becaune security 
relating to the special information is often kept unusually \*cll). 

In latter two cases, Gov may be tempted to release photosi to support its 
case; but if it does not, it can now appear reckless, wishful, too ready to 
jump to conclusions on insubstantial evidence; fears as xiK to its probable 
future "false alarm rate" nay arise, and precautionary measures taken by 
61lies and opponents. 

To guard the source of its special information, elito may even bo forced 
to tnko actions counter-indicating their possession of it. (This may arise 
when tho daba-difforential refers to tho existence of detailed plans or 
covert objectives, hote nixon dilemma vihen JFK proposed aiding invasion of Cuba; 
ke dilemma when Stevenson proposed stopping tests? 
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&&£**&£***» nojote othor 

definitely to:,.I then « » othir ividcnco or to 

^ ** “ i == i1 " 3 “ r ° 

to " S I fr^ STiSSSSS photos or oven rauuro 

to confirm W .v^c.,' is ‘^“i^ou^? £"£rf, ei^ta cos 

lovolo of onolyois, or more ljoisnt than it stiouia oot-i 

in V ' i 'svon t vhcr° C too S photos strongly no;;ato some specific hypothesis of intoroot, 
ptou'ibS -Priori •SS^rSSS'iSTSS (Sr'uvon support). 

Generate -- c {‘ tf „+ This motivation may discredit the 

hypotoesos'it turns up may bo wortoy of o»tsi,.oration. 

E ~ . a ) should the Administration have been as confident ns it .0 {.) 
in tho'adiqiapy of U-2 coverage prior to Hay, 1*01 W»»t does Cuba If sir 

tell us about this? How about MRBI-I/XRBMs? ,, , ,, 

b) How much confidence can be placed in photo evidence that 

missiles vero removed from Cuba? 
c 


Crm there be "hal'd" evidence of a negative nature, except as relating to a 
h^-hly specific hypothesis? Are photos that fail to show certain phenomena 
treated as being as "hard" as if they distinctly showed other pnenomena. 
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3 j-ow explain that niissilus wero transported clandestinely, but not constructed 
covertly? 

2 How does installation and operation of SAMs in Cuba compare with practice 
elsewhere when SAMs have been deployed? With Soviet practice? 

Have they ever activated SAKS piecemoal? 

3. Whxsfc Was Sept. 10 flight cancelled because of Chinat shootdown? 

1;., hat if Aug. 30 and Sept 3 U-2 incidents had occurred prior to Aug. 29; 

a) Would SAKS have been discovered so early? 

b) In absence of fli^its, might collateral reports have caused more concern? 
o.g., in absence of ovidence on SAKs, suggesting alternative explanation? 

5, Is absence of recon, because of incidents or weather, reflected in 
planning or declaratory activity? (Or are planning activities geared to the 
expectation that recon will continue or proceed soon, with no adjustment for 
unexpected delays?) * t 

6 . Is there a tendency to react to information-flow as if it closely 
corresponded to flow of events being observed? E.g., to react to sudden exposure 
to data as if external events had moved rapidly (c.g., increase of info on 
missiles between 16 and 18 Oct axxxf because of increase in coverage; tendency 

to treat as if revealing crash activity? Sudden increases in identification 
of activities not previously covered or recognized; does this create crisis 
atmosphere? e.g., SA-2s after 2? Aug.; SA-2s in East Germany and GU) 

Or does lack of newly confirming evidence create atmosphere that "nothing 
new is happening," even though lack may reflect absence of recon for weather 
or other reasons. Or, "something may be happening but there is no 'hard 1 
evidence of it." 'E.g., Admin statements about missiles in period 5 Sept—ll; Oct; 
or intell. statements about dismantling, 30 Oct—2. Nov. 


7. Why knev; of emergence of SAM sysx-em on 26-27 Oct in US? How was it 

interpreted, at the tine? Who analysed it for ExComm? > 

V. ’’ 

8 . How might this have been related to shootdown of U-2 on 27 Oct? VHien, 

in what sequence, did news of this come in? How was it interpreted, in various 
stages, by various people? 

9.. What evidence is there that SU considered concealment from high-alt.' 
photography possible ? 

10. Is there reason to believe that missilos did not come on ship prior 
to mid-Gopt? . 

11. With vhat other Sov operations can this deployment be compared? Vihat 
arc differences, similarities: e.g., in secrecy, concurrency, site 
preparation, CaC, security, timing, manning? How much intelligence did wo 
get out of it? Was this foreseeable ry Sovs? (Was this reason for predicting 
Sovs wouldn't put base here?) 
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Southard: 21 April 

ro*iu told Scali, sat foraiao (27 Oct) that K had act r«ctvou 
reolj lroiu state belore soudius Sat. moruiat, letter on lu.kcy-C.uoa. 
inis was platan tly untrue; 1 'omin „ot reply aoout 7i>0-u ITiday niaht, 
muat nave sent it immediately, K would nave hua it aoout 12 hours 

uefore broaacast oi Turkey letter. . 

((But- might Fomin know of a l'oulup in comm, or or delay m 
trails mi uting to K at other end? Couiuer uelays in goscow—Washington, 
yiirht K have been unavailable? What was means oi transmission irorn 
Russian Embassy in Washington? How does Hot Line change tnis?)) 

((Wno knew oi' Scali deal Friday night: before hxcomm meeting? 

Was ExComm told? Who knew by Saturday-Sunday? Lid some see tne 
Friday ni^ht letter without knowing oi Bcali; how did they inteipret 
it? Who knew on Saturday that there had been a Friday m^ht answer 
to*Scali; in effect, an answer to the Friday ni^ht letter? 

Wnat were beliefs of Ex Comm, president, as to wnetner K hua 
received reply to Scali before sending Turkey letter? 

Were other channels being used simultaneously: Dobrynin-RK, 

Dobrynin— Thompson, "Kohler-Gromyko? (pachter). Were British in 

circuit? Friday nignt? Saturday? 

S Deri eves: K got Scali reply Friday night, and tnis reassured him 
that US, interested in negotiating this deal, was unlikely to 
take violent action immediately; K had time to try Turkey aeal. 

((But how about Scali emphasis on "little time .)) 

Question onen becomes: What changed his mind 24 hours after Turkey 

leU6 s! ausuer: the "si^aal of utmost alarm." (See jjachter) 

((Were there other channels as well? 

Was threat specific? Did it unequivocally go beyond incieusinG t 
blockade-? Was it regarded by JFK as absolute commitment? What uia 
he foresee as possible, prouaule responses? When exactly was it 
sent? Relation to concern over retaliation against Turkey 

Is it possiole there was direct answer Saturaay night. Right 
retul. agaiiist Turkey ever have been specifically threatened^ 

Why didn't K use more of period allowed? (Analogy: immediate 
turning back of snips after speech?) 

(.'(Why is signal held so tightly? Why are all private comms held 
quite so tightly? Has there been bad past experience on tnis. 

S. had not considered possibility that U-2 shootdown, if accident, 
might have frightened K. (Rote Pachter: according to^RK, i 
determine JFK to increase recon and blockade. Axia...?) 

((How would "signal" of dismantling Turk missiles have appeared in 
combination witn tnis? kauln Was tnis considered? 

Who on ExComm, others, knew of Signal? 
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But S is now convinced that tney were directly deceptive. 

((Does Dobrynin-Sorenson talk completely confirm this?)) 

S. btuay startea with a directive i'rom McC to analyse what it 
was ((not, whetner?)) that we had aone that had led ±a K to believe 
tuat he coul'a get'-avay with it. 

Hostow criticised that stuay emphasized what we hau done ratner 
tnan tne. pressures on K to do wnat he did (S tninks K. coulu xiot nave 
reau appendix, wnich goes into tnis); out 3 minks tnat former is 
more pertinent to examine, from point of view of learning from 
experience. ((? Hay be misleading.)) 

Hostow points to his memo of Aug '62, pointing to pressures on 
K, ana possibility tnat the,y might lead him to: 1) improve 
strategic balance; 2) put pressure on Berlin; or j>) increase Cuba 
as militant base. But 1 arid 5 uid not leaa Hos low to preuict 
missiles in Cuoa; rather, his pax>er indicated bdilcLixig up Cuba as 
a base for subversion. 

Question is: ao even the combinalion of pressures and reassuring 
signals add up to a stroxxg explanation of K action? I.e., granted 
tiiao tney make K action more prosaole than if they did not apply, 
uo they maxe it nighly prooaole, or more probaule tnan not? ((and 
how do they weighx against the unreassuring signals, the disincentives 
: and the ixxmx inertia of past Sov patterns?)) Bote that both 
signals and incentives were known to us well before tail of 1^62; 
wny did tney not lead to prediction of missiles? Snould they have? 

((It is a plausible hypothesis tnat int. comm, is inhibited from 
taking "reassuring signals" fully, explicitly, or realistically into 
account, either consciously or in published results.)) 

S. tnixiks tuat if he had been estimating on Cuba, he too would 
have predicted against missiles: posside out unlikely; because it 
wouiu be irraiional of Sovs to do it. ((Why? Is that still clear?)) 

Thus; his"explanation" still leaves action unlikely; he is forced 
to regard it as "irrational": impulsive, erratic, wishful, reckless. 

((3. tends to empnasize: K probably gave more weight, dshfully, 
to reassuring signals txian he snould. He doesn't consiuer as muen 
tnat K may have given more weight to ineexitives—coisidered situation 
more urgent, alternatives worse—than he "snould." How about "last 
cnaiifie" aspect? How auout effect of recexit improvement in balance?)) 
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Concept and execution clearly indicate that Sov authorities made 
no appreciable effort to provent or delay US detection by aerial recon 
during the deployment phase. /of the offensive wear. 

It is believed that the most liicely explanation is that they judged the 
risic of a US military reaction to be very slight. 

((Mandelstam: they had camouflage nets with them—this degree of prep- 
aratlon--but didn’t use them till late in October (date?); first 
camouflage in response to ibow-lovdl flights on 23 OCt was natural cover (? 
M. guessed a failure by local commander to carry out camouflage plan; 

or perhaps nets were not loaded correctly, etc. One analyst told him 
nets would have delayed recognition a couple of weeks. x nfrared 
gear was not being used, though available .(?).)) 

((Did Sovs believe it possible to prevent detection? Report says 
would have been difficult to conceal IRBM sites; though could have 
delayed starting these.)) 

Concurrency: Sov concept obviously did not envision the initial 
establishment of an island defense in order to test US reaction and 
screen the subsequent introduction of strat missile forces. 

((So McC guess was wrong in reasoning, though right in conclusion. 

But does failure to use SA-2’s against U-2's indicate indifference? 

Would Sovs have been willing to shoot down a U-2? Report doesn't comment. 

SA-2's could have been more deterrent if they had activated radars. 

Or would theory? They were deterrent, weren't they; overflights did 
cease for over a month"! T^ere SA's a factor?) Wight this have been hoped 
by Sovs? (presumably not, given failure to activate). )) 


in (In concluding that. Sovs regarded risk as low, failure to use SA-2's 
i3 one ground; another, no apparent dffort to minimize time during which 
some MRBMs units were detectable before all of the MRBM units were 
operational—but would this be critical to US reaction, once some units 
were operational? 

Third: failure to camouflage. 


The conclusion seems inescapable that the Sov authorities () chose to 
ignore the distinct possibility of US overflights in planning the Cuban 
operation. This choice seems inexplicable unless the Soviet leaders 
judged with co isiderable assurance that the US would acquiesce in the 
deployment of strategic missiles in Cuba—or at least that the US would no J 
attempt to force their removal by reacting militarily—and hence that the 
possibility of US detection was not critical to the success or failure of 
the venture. 

((But: no mention of the fact that this was not a departure from 
familiar pattern, but a reproduction of standard procedure in SU: careful 
ground screening, deceptive public statements and private statements, 
covered movements, but open to air rocon; it does not have to bo explained 
on ad hoc basis (this is to ignore organizational/procedural inertia, 
compartmentalization, lack of adaptation). Also, little attention to 
measures that were taken to cover and deceive; SU grounds for pessisrhx as 
to success; and alerts (discounted). 
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Possibilitiy considered that actual planners wore unaware of or grossly 
underestimated US recon capabilities; seem3 unlikely. But reasons for 
dismissing are U-2 trial, and Sov recognition there of U 0 capabilities; 
and fact that Chief of Air defense at that time became Chief of SRP. 

Can this be dismissed? 


(Rules of the game): Having lived restively under the shadow of US 
strategic bases for more than a decade, the Sov leaders hav probably have 
come to regard them, particularly in the age of the ICP.H, as a- disquieting 
but not major phenomenon of great power relations. Castro 1 3 Cuba provided 
K with txn. his first opportunity to establish an overseas military base. 

He may have felt confident that the US would understand therules as he did- 
that military bases on the opponent's periphery are facts of groat power 
life which fall far short of a provocation to war. 

((If so, he failed to see ayymmetry of power as a rule of the game; 
or was reaay to change it, in which case he could have foreseen resistance, 
or possibility that US hadn't noticed it was ti e for a change. 

Or: is it possible that bas©3 really weren't as salient for SU, by 
now, as for US; i.e., that Turkey no longer "provokes" them to extent 
that Cuba does us? Is it possible he really underestimated: a) the degree 
to which this move would provoke us, or irritate us--aside from the 
likelihood of US response; b) the gains to him--or losses to us--whlch, 
in our judgment, he would have achieved if we had acquiesced? i.c., that 
one reason he judged- likelihood of response as low is that he underestimate 
degree of motivation.)) 

Objectives: 

Strategic change produced by Cuba would have been short-lived, given 
planned increases in US ICBM and Polaris deployment in 1963; reason for 
expecting success to be followed by attempt to achieve dramatic victory 
elsewhere, Berlin. 

((Berlin 1962 was thus an Averted Crisis. Cuba 1962 is an example 
of a crisis in which Sov victory vrould have consisted precisely in 
establishing a base for a substantive victory in a subsequent crisis, 
or phase. 

Les Crises en Chaine. (or: The Century of Crisis.) 

Noise and Inference i l ■* 

More than 200 reports refer to presence d>n Cuba of missiles before 
Jan 62. -Numerous reports refer to construction activity anu equipment 
observed during spring of 1962 in areas where SAM sites were located 
later; however, photography failed to reveal any such activity or equipment 
But strong possibility that this report ng reflected influx into Cuba, 
beginning in early 1962, of Sov personnel tyand vohiclos?) somewho connector 
with the buildup beginning physically in late July. 

((Hypothesis: A common pattern , like that in Cuoa: p’orerunnors of 
later threat—perhaps personnel, rumors, phenomena not observable by air 
recon--give rise to exaggerated agent reports of observable activity; 2) 
photos disprove presence of such activity, and tend to discredit totally , 
or excessively (?) the agent reports; so that ^3) later reports, based 
on firmer grounds, find preconceptions hardened against them, and reduced/ 
delayed tendency even to accept risK3 and costs of checking them by 
further recon (note suspension of flights); especially if (4) phot 03 00 
turn up phenomena that serves as alternative exploration for reports. 

ayp II: Negative results from photos have—unrju3tifiably--a strong 
effect on expectations comparable to that of positive results; and 
have excessive weight in undermining positive agent reports. 












3. 

((Hyp II follows automatically if it is the case (Mandelstam) that 
top decisioi-inakers (Ike?) really look seriously only at photos, SI, 
dismiss agent reports; then negativo results from former are essentially 
the only evidence considered. 

Task: analyze timing and content of data available only from agent 
reports. . • 

In light of experience, evaluate relation of collateral sources and 
photos, SI; are they being be3t used to complement each other? )) 

Are collateral sources underused by top decision-makers? Should latter 
be wary of uxyinsingxth using othor sources to invalidate totally the 
"smoke" shown by collateral sources? 

Examine tho total “noise" background of collateral sources. 

Examine preconceptions which analysts, and decision-makers bring 
to evidences not only gross ones (SU wouldn’t do it)) but details of 
linkages (McC: If SA’s come, can MRBM's be far behind?) 








